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In Response to the Office Action: 

Remarks Regarding Claim Amendments: 

Claims 6, 1 1, and 27 have been amended so that the scope and language of the claims is 
clearer and more precise in defining what the Applicant considers to be the invention. Support 
for the above amendments can be found at least in the original specification, claims, and drawing 
as no new matter has been added. Applicant appreciates the Examiner suggestions in the office 
action as well as the suggestion of the Examiner's Supervisor in a telephone call discussing 
independent claims 6 and 1 1 . Applicant respectfully submits that the claims as amended are 
clearly distinct and patentable over the prior art of record and therefore respectfully request that 
they be allowed. 

First Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a): 

Claims 2, 5, 6, 10, 11, 13, 21, 22, 23, 25, 27, 29, 31, and 32 have been rejected under 35 
U.S.C. §103(a) as allegedly unpatentable over French Patent Document No. FR 2,681,653 Al 
("FR 653") in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,722,260 to Mangano ("Mangano"). Applicant 
respectfully requests that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw the above rejection of the claims 
in view of the above amendments and the following remarks. 

The claims as amended herein clearly define over the combination of FR 653 and 
Mangano. Independent claim 6 requires that the first body portion and the second body portion 
have the same surface area. The figures of FR 653 clearly indicate that the portions the examiner 
has identified as the first body portion and second body portion do not have the same surface 
area. Additionally, Mangano fails to teach, suggest, or disclose a first and second body portion, 
as required by claim 6, that have the same surface area. For at least this reason, Applicant 
respectfully requests that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw the § 103(a) rejection of 
independent claim 6. 

Claims 2, 5, and 21-23 depend from independent claim 6 and thus, incorporate each 
limitation therein. Therefore, claims 2, 5, and 21-23 are allowable for at least the same reason as 



DM_US\8358189.vl 



6 



Serial No.: 10/684,938 
Confirmation No.: 7909 
Applicant: Ronald W. Hartgrove 
Atty.Ref.: 11149.0029.DVUS01 

independent claim 6. Applicant therefore respectfully requests that the Examiner also reconsider 
and withdraw the rejection of claims 2, 5, and 21-23. 

Independent claim 1 1 has also been amended to require that the first body portion and the 
second body portion have the same surface area. As discussed above, FR 653 and Mangano fail 
to disclose, teach, or suggest this limitation. For at least this reason, Applicant respectfully 
requests that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw the § 103(a) rejection of independent claim 
11. 

Claims 10, 13, and 25 depend from independent claim 11 and thus, incorporate each 
limitation therein. Therefore, claims 10, 13, and 25 are allowable for at least the same reason as 
independent claim 11. Applicant therefore respectfully requests that the Examiner also 
reconsider and withdraw the rejection of claims 10, 13, and 25. 

Independent claim 27 has been amended to require that the ring have a third rectilinear 
structure that corresponds to a fourth rectilinear structure of the setting. As recognized by the 
Examiner, neither FR 653 nor Mangano teaches, suggests, or discloses this limitation. For at 
least this reason, Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw the 
§ 103(a) rejection of independent claim 27. 

Claims 29, 31, and 32 depend from independent claim 27 and thus, incorporate each 
limitation therein. Therefore, claims 29, 31, and 32 are allowable for at least the same reason as 
independent claim 27. Applicant therefore respectfully requests that the Examiner also 
reconsider and withdraw the rejection of claims 29, 31, and 32. 
Second Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. $ 103(a): 

Claims 3 and 28 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly unpatentable 
over FR '653 in view of Mangano and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,305,192 to Indiveri et 
al. ("Indiveri"). Claim 3 depends from independent claim 6 and thus, incorporates each 
limitation therein. Claim 28 depends from independent claim 27 and thus, incorporates each 
limitation therein. FR '653 and Mangano each fail to disclose, teach, or suggest limitations 
require by independent claims 6 and 27 as discussed above. Indiveri also does not disclose, 
teach, or suggest the above discussed limitations. Thus, claims 3 and 28 are allowable for at least 
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the same reasons as independent claims 6 and 27, respectively. Applicant therefore respectfully 
requests that the Examiner also reconsider and withdraw the rejection of claims 3 and 28. 

2f» 3^C *|c 5|C 5^C 

Allowable Subject Matter 

The Examiner has indicated that independent claim 26 is allowable. Applicant 

appreciates the Examiner's acknowledgement of allowable subject matter. 

***** 

In view of the above amendment and remarks, Applicant respectfully requests that the 
Examiner indicate the allowance of all pending claims in the next paper from the Office. The 
Examiner is invited to contact the undersigned attorney to discuss any issues or questions 
presented by this paper. 



Respectfully submitted, 

v. 




Rexford A. Johnson 
Attorney for Applicant 
Reg. No. 57,664 
Tel. 713-787-1697 
Date: June 30, 2006 
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